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Abstract 
Student engagement includes skills engagement, participation engagement, emotional engagement, and performance engagement. 
Handlesman et al., (2005) created a questionnaire (SCEQ) that measures these forms of engagement. The purpose of this study 
was to determine the extent to which each form is promoted by different learning experiences. One hundred an twenty-seven 
students involved in (a) undergraduate research, (b) learning communities, (c) internships, or (d) service learning completed the 
SCEQ. The results indicated that undergraduate research and internships promoted greater student engagement. Key factors 
contributing to engagement included perceived career relevance, faculty/student collaboration and the focus and intensity of the 
learning experience. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1.  Introduction 
Student engagement refers to a student's need, desire willingness, and compulsion to participate and be 
successful in the learning process promoting higher level thinking (Bomia, et al., 1997). The concept of student 
engagement has received considerable attention as a possible solution to declining academic motivation and 
achievement. According to Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris (2004) there are historical, economic, theoretical and 
practical reasons for the recent focus on student engagement. From the historical perspective, educational 
institutions can no longer assume that those admitted to their ranks are motivated to take advantage of what is 
offered.  From an economic perspective, our global, rapidly-evolving economy requires workers who can think 
critically, adapt to change, and solve problems.  To insure that our educational institutions are meeting these 
challenges, colleges and universities have been required in recent years, by a variety of governmental and 
educational sources, to identify whether they are providing students with the type of educational experiences 
students expect, as well as the opportunities to attain the occupational and personal benefits students desire 
(Involvement in Learning Study, 1984). 
Why do students attend college? Researchers have identified a number of reasons that typically motivate 
students to devote considerable personal and financial resources necessary to obtain a college degree (Astin, 1985; 
Kuh, Schuh, &Whitt, 1991).  Traditional first year students tend to cite future financial well-being and ability to 
engage in leisure activities as their primary motivations for attending college (Astin, 1985).  However, as students 
progress further into their educational programs, they often identify additional motivators for continuing their 
education, including moral, emotional and cognitive development; quality family life; and personal preparation for 
competence in their future occupation. (Astin, 1985, Kuh et al., 1991).  As colleges and universities prepare current 
students for future opportunities and compete for potential incoming students, they are being called upon to 
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quantifiably identify whether students are engaging in educational practices that are preparing them for a dynamic 
workplace and for engagement in an increasingly diverse world (Fredricks et al., 2004; Pascarella, Edison, Nora, 
Hagedorn & Terezini, 1996). 
Several studies have identified an array of factors related to student personal and occupational success during 
the college years and upon entry into the workforce after graduation (Astin, 1977; Astin, 1993; Kuh, 1995; 
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  As a result of their academic experience, students experience statistically significant 
increases in general knowledge and knowledge within their major (Astin, 1993).  They experience increases in 
personal competence, verbal and quantitative skills and cognitive complexity; all factors which greatly aid in 
success in one’s occupational, personal, and social life (Astin, 1993; Kuh, 1995; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  
Students also, in general, exit college with increases in autonomy, social maturation, aestheticism and awareness of 
interests, values, aspirations and religious views; all of which are believed to foster opportunities for success in the 
occupational and personal realm (Astin, 1977, Astin 1993).  Finally, students demonstrate significant decreases in 
characteristics such as irrational prejudices, political naiveté, and dogmatism (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  It is 
particularly important to note that the changes observed in students appear to be particularly related to the college 
experience, as their personal, emotional and cognitive gains far exceed those seen in non-college educated peers and 
thus cannot be explained merely by normal maturational processes (Pascarella et al., 1996).  Colleges and 
universities aid in the development of people who have high cognitive abilities, highly developed personal and 
professional skills, increased personal direction, and social understanding that is amicable to the increasing diversity 
in local, national and international communities (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). 
The 1980’s brought about a paradigm shift in academics’ views of the factors that constitute excellence in post-
secondary education (Koljatic & Kuh, 2001).  Previously, the quality of education provided by an institution was 
thought to be inextricably linked to the institution’s resources and reputation.  However, the Involvement in 
Learning Study (The Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence in Higher Education, 1984) challenged this view 
by asserting that quality of education should produce direct links between good educational practices and positive 
outcomes for students (Pascarella, Palmer, Moye & Pierson, 2001; Kuh, 1995; Kuh et al., 1991; Astin, 1993; 
Pascarella et al., 2006).  They suggested that factors considered to be good educational practices should have strong 
links to post-occupational status and income (Avalos, 1996), growth in leadership and job-related skills (Astin, 
1993), development of critical thinking skills and other cognitive measures (Pascarella et al., 2001) openness to 
diversity and challenge (Pascarella et al., 2006) and increases in student retention (Kuh, 1995; Kuh et al., 1991). 
Chickering and Gameson’s (1987) Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education are perhaps 
the best known and most utilized set of good practices in undergraduate education and are assumed to be valid and 
appropriate for the promotion of learning as well as student development at virtually all types of institutions 
(Gameson, 1991, Kuh, Pace, & Vesper, 1997).  Indeed, the majority of nationally circulated standardized measures 
for student engagement (e.g. The National Survey of Student Engagement) are designed to quantifiably measure the 
degree to which colleges and universities engage their faculty, staff and students in the seven good educational 
practices (Koljatic & Kuh, 2001).  The seven good educational practices identified are (a) student-faculty contact (b) 
cooperation among students (c) active learning (d) prompt feedback to students (e) time on task (f) high expectations 
and (g) respect for diverse students and diverse ways of knowing.  Subsequent research has identified three more 
good educational practices; these include (a) quality of teaching received (b) influential interactions with other 
students in non-course related activities and (c) a supportive campus environment (Astin, 1993; Pascarella et al., 
1996).
Student-faculty contact refers to non-classroom interactions with faculty as well as students’ perceptions of 
faculty interest in teaching and personal development (Tinto, 1997). Cooperation among students relates to 
instructional emphasis on cooperative learning and course related interactions among peers (Koljatic & Kuh, 2001).  
A typical survey item for measuring cooperative learning would ask about interactions such as having peers 
proofread a paper or assignment or attempting to explain course material to another student or friend.  Active 
learning refers to types of academic effort and involvement that occur in the classroom or in relation to the class 
(Tinto, 1997).  Measures of active learning include underlining major points in reading, instructor use of higher-
order questioning techniques, and computer usage.  Prompt feedback to students relates to speed with which 
professors provide feedback in regards to student performance (e.g. grading tests and quizzes) (Chickering & 
Gameson, 1987).  Time on task is a measure that refers to the degree to which students actively engage in activities 
related to the classroom experience (Chickering & Gameson, 1987).  Time on task includes measures such as time 
spent reading for class and number of drafts written for a paper.  High expectations generally refers to the degree of 
difficulty of the course, the level of student effort expected, and whether the class has a scholarly/intellectual 
Richard L. Miller et al. / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 15 (2011) 53–59 55
emphasis.  Measures related to high expectations include factors such as student perceptions of expectations, 
number of textbooks or readings assigned and the number of term papers (Tinto, 1997).  Respect for other students 
and diverse ways of knowing refers to students’ willingness to be exposed to and be tolerant of viewpoints that 
differ  from  their  own  (Chickering  &  Gameson,  1987).   Factors  used  to  measure  respect  for  other  students  and  
diverse ways of knowing include frequency of discussions with people who have different viewpoints on particular 
subjects or are of a different racial or ethnic background (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2006).  
Influential interactions with other students refers to quality of interactions with students, non-course related 
interactions with peers, and cultural and interpersonal involvement (Kuh, 1995).  Such interactions could include 
amount of time spent socializing with peers and attendance of non class-related institutionally sponsored events.  
Supportive campus environment refers to students’ perceptions of whether their particular institution places value on 
students’ engaging in supportive interactions with others (Astin, 1993; Pascarella et al., 1996).   Such factors include 
support for incoming freshmen as well as for students struggling with academics or personal issues. 
The question that naturally arises when one considers the relevance of good education practices is whether 
involvement in these activities matters?  In other words, do students who engage in good educational practices stay 
in school, demonstrate greater cognitive, emotional and personal development, and have better incomes and report 
more personal fulfillment in their lives after college?  The answer is a resounding yes; students who are involved in 
good educational practices appear to get what they want and get what they need out of college (Astin, 1984; Tinto, 
1997; Pascarella et al., 1996; Astin, 1993; Avalos, 1996; Pascarella et al., 2006; Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1998; 
Fredricks et al., 2004).  Students who engage in good educational practices are substantially more likely to earn a 
bachelor’s degree than their peers who do not engage in good educational practices; a factor that is particularly 
pertinent considering that in the United States, nearly half of all students who aspire to earn a bachelor’s degree 
never attain this goal (Astin, 1984; Tinto, 1997; Involvement in Learning Study, 1984).  Students who engage in 
good educational practices are also more likely to have better grades, increased cognitive, emotional and personal 
growth and are more satisfied with their college experience (Astin, 1993; Avalos, 1996; Pascarella et al., 2006). 
Involvement in good educational practices appears to develop skills students need to be successful in their 
careers and in an increasingly diverse society (Pascarella et al., 1996).  Indeed students who engage in good 
educational practices know, as is so aptly put by the Involvement in Learning Study (1984), “What every educated 
person should know and needs to know” to be personally and occupationally successful.  From freshmen to senior 
year, college students become less authoritarian, dogmatic, and egocentric.  They also demonstrate increases in 
regards to social, racial and ethnic tolerance and increase in support for individual rights (Pascarella et al., 1996).  
Engagement in good educational practices magnifies this effect and is strongly related to increases in tolerance for 
diversity and willingness to accept new challenges (Pascarella et al., 1996). 
What can colleges and universities do to foster student engagement?  One approach utilized by hundreds of 
colleges and universities, is to use available research tools to identify areas in which they are currently engaging 
students in good educational practices and areas in which they are lacking (Koljatic & Kuh, 2001).  Various 
researchers have made a number of recommendations about how student engagement may be increased.  Perhaps the 
clearest generalization that can be made is that a students’ interpersonal environment (e.g. frequency and nature of 
contacts with faculty and peers) has the greatest impact on student increases in engagement (Pascarella et al., 1996).  
Providing opportunities and incentives for students to be involved in educationally diverse and purposeful activities 
(e.g. campus speakers, conversation tables with foreign students) are highly related to increased knowledge 
acquisition, openness to diversity and other associated cognitive and personal gains (Ewell & Jones, 1993; Koljatic 
& Kuh, 2001).  Creating classroom environments that enhance increased self-efficacy and mastery goal orientation 
is related to high classroom achievement and increased student efforts directed towards classroom activities (Hsieh, 
Sullivan & Guerra, 2007; Bandura, 1997).  Engaging students in learning activities that are directly related to 
desired learning outcomes (e.g. utilizing information gleaned from class speaker as test material) promotes enhanced 
learning and retention of relevant classroom information (Guadalupe, 1996).  Many universities have implemented 
entire learning communities and have developed quality programs designed to assist students who are struggling 
academically (Tinto, 1997).   
Specific activities carried out in the classroom can also increase student engagement.  Recent research has 
identified the presence of four distinct forms of engagement in the classroom setting: they are (a) skills engagement 
(b) participation engagement (c) emotional engagement and (d) performance engagement (Handlesman et al., 2005).  
Skills engagement refers to the degree to which students practice skills that promote learning; examples include 
taking notes in class, studying regularly and doing class readings.  Participation, or interactive, engagement refers to 
engagement that occurs in relation to others.  Examples of participation engagement include asking questions in 
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class, going to a professor’s office to talk about class and participating in small group discussions.  Emotional 
engagement refers to the degree to which students internalize class information and experiences.  Examples of 
emotional engagement include students finding ways to make course materials relevant to their lives, thinking about 
course materials between class sessions and desiring to learn the material.  Performance engagement refers to 
student engagement directed towards performance on graded materials and includes factors such as importance 
students place on getting good grades and doing well on tests.  The four factors of classroom engagement have been 
reliable indices of student engagement and are obtained through student self report, and have been as reliable as 
typically used indices such as student GPA and GRE scores (Guadalupe, 1996).   
Currently, we have little knowledge as to how faculty may increase students’ participation in these four types of 
student engagement.  The purpose of the current study was to assess the extent to which different high impact 
learning experiences contribute to various forms of engagement. The high-impact learning experiences we examined 
were service learning, undergraduate research, learning communities and internships/practica. Service learning is a 
teaching and learning strategy that integrates meaningful community service with instruction and reflection to enrich 
the learning experience, teach civic responsibility, and strengthen communities. Undergraduate research is a study or 
inquiry conducted by an undergraduate student and mentored by a faculty member that makes an original 
intellectual or creative contribution to the discipline (Wenzel, 1997). Learning communities can be both curricular 
and residential. Typically, they include classes that are linked or clustered during an academic term, often around an 
interdisciplinary theme, and enroll a common cohort of students, based on common interests or career goals. 
Internshps/practica provide students with the opportunity for on-the-job training in a particular field. These 
experiences may be paid or unpaid and usually involve a significant amount of time invested in the experience. 
2.  Method 
2.1.  Participants 
The participants were 127 students (88 females, 39 males, M age = 21.1) from a public, mid-western American 
university.  Participants were students who had participated in one of four engaged learning activities: 
Undergraduate research, internship, service learning, or learning community.  Students from all four colleges at the 
University were represented including: business/technology (n=40), education (n=52), fine arts/humanities (n=17), 
and natural/social sciences (n=60). 
For analysis purposes, participants were assigned to an engaged learning activity group based upon their 
responses to the on-line survey through Qualtrics.  There were 42 students in the undergraduate research group, 21 
participants in the internship group, 27 participants in the service learning group, and 27 participants in the learning 
community group.   
2.2.  Materials 
2.2.1.  Demographic Information.  All participants completed eight questions related to their age, gender, major, 
and academic standing/pursuits. 
2.2.2.  Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ).  The SCEQ is a 27-item instrument that measures 
four types of engagement (Handelsman, et al., 2005). Specifically, the SCEQ measures the following engagement 
types:  skills (e.g. taking notes in class), emotional (e.g. applying course information to daily life), participation (e.g. 
asking questions to understand), and performance (e.g. doing well on tests). All student engagement factors showed 
reasonable reliability that ranged from .76 to .82. The 27 questions were answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1= not at all characteristic of me to 5 = very characteristic of me. 
2.2.3.  Student Perceptions of Engagement. This was an 8-item questionnaire created by these researchers to 
explore students’ perceptions of their engagement in their learning activities.  Students were asked questions such as 
How engaged were you in the engaged learning activity?; In comparison to your other courses, how engaged were 
you in the engaged learning aciivity?; and How relevant was this activity in your life goals?   These questions were 
answered on 5-point Likert scales. 
2.2.4.  Goal Motivation Information.  Four questions were created to explore students’ views on the importance 
of getting good grades and/or being challenged in their learning activities.  Students also indicated whether they 
would recommend their learning activity to another student.  These questions were answered on a 5-point Likert 
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scale ranging from 1 = not important to 5 = very important.  Students were also asked to give a direct response of 
the letter grade the student received in the engaged learning activity. 
2.3.  Procedure 
The researchers emailed and phoned the directors of academic departments who promote engaged learning 
activities to obtain the names and e-mails of students involved in undergraduate research, internships, service 
learning,  or  a  learning  community.   E-mails  containing  the  link  to  the  Qualtrics  on-line  survey  were  sent  to  520  
students.  The survey was available to students for three weeks and included an incentive of inclusion in a drawing 
for a gift card for participation.   A response rate of 33% was obtained. Forty-four participants were eliminated from 
the analysis for failure to specify the form of engagement learning practice in which they had been engaged. 
3. Results 
In order to examine the impact of different types of engaged learning activities on the extent and type of student 
engagement, we performed several one-way ANOVAs.  We compared the types of engaged learning activities 
(Undergraduate Research, Internships, Service Learning, & Learning Communities) on (a) the four types of student 
engagement (Skills, Emotional, Participation & Performance), (b) students’ perceptions of engagement (Level of 
Engagement, Comparison with other Courses, Relevance to Life Goals, & Perceived Difficulty), and (c) student 
motivation (Intrinsic and Extrinsic). 
Two questions in the survey addressed the issue of whether the four engaged learning activities differed in 
promoting student engagement.  When asked how engaged the student was in this experience, there was a 
significant difference, F(3,105) = 6.51, p < .001, between the four activities.  Undergraduate research (M = 4.79) 
and Internships (M = 4.65) were significantly higher in perceived engagement than either Service Learning (M =
4.29) or Learning Communities (M = 4.08).  A similar pattern was revealed when asked how engaging the activity 
was in comparison to other courses the students had taken, F(3, 105) = 6.49, p < .001.  Again, Undergraduate 
research (M = 4.21) and Internships (M = 4.20) were significantly higher in perceived engagement than either 
Service Learning (M = 3.82) or Learning Communities (M = 3.29).  
Scores from the Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ) were analyzed to determine whether the 
different engaged learning activities promoted different forms of engagement. For Skills Engagement, there was a 
significant difference, F(3, 105) = 2.73, p < .05, between the four activities.  Undergraduate Research (M = 4.46) 
was significantly higher in skills engagement than Internships (M = 4.14), Service Learning (M = 4.22) or Learning 
Communities (M = 4.19).  For Emotional Engagement, there was a significant difference, F(3, 105) = 3.50, p < .05, 
between the four learning activities.  Undergraduate Research (M = 4.16) and Internships (M = 4.05) were both 
significantly higher in emotional engagement than either Service Learning (M = 3.70) or Learning Communities (M
= 3.75).  No significant differences between the four learning activities were found for either Participation 
Engagement, F(3, 105) = 1.82, p > .05, or Performance Engagement, F(3, 105) = 0.89, p > .05.
Three additional survey questions revealed further differences between engaged learning activities.  When 
asked how hard they worked in the activity, there was a significant difference, F(3, 105) = 6.55, p < .001, between 
the four activities.  Undergraduate Research (M = 3.97) and Internships (M = 4.10) were perceived as being 
significantly harder work than either Service Learning (M = 3.50) or Learning Communities (M =  3.24).   When  
asked how relevant to life was the activity, there was a significant difference, F(3, 105) = 6.35, p < .001, between 
the four learning activities.  Internships (M = 4.47) were perceived as the most relevant followed by Service 
Learning (M = 3.89) and Undergraduate Research (M = 3.62) with Learning Communities (M = 3.33) being 
perceived as the least relevant to life.  When asked how actively they participated in the activity, there was a 
significant difference, F(3, 105) = 5.18, p < .01, between the four learning activities.  Undergraduate Research (M =
4.31) and Internships (M = 4.30) were rated as having the highest levels of active participation followed by Service 
Learning (M = 4.07) with Learning Communities (M = 3.60) showing the lowest level of active participation. 
Finally, differences in students’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for the four activities were assessed.   When 
asked to what extent being challenged was important to them in the engaged activity, there was a significant 
difference, F(3, 105) = 3.13, p < .05, between the four learning activities.  The importance of being challenged was 
greatest for Internships (M = 4.37) followed by Undergraduate Research (M = 4.15) and Service Learning (M = 
3.93) with Learning Communities (M = 3.77) showing the lowest level of importance.  This suggests greater levels 
of intrinsic motivation for Internships and Undergraduate Research.  Extrinsic motivation, as measured by the 
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question how important getting good grade was, did not show any significant between the four activities, F(3, 105) 
= 0.89, p > .05.  However, the four activities did show overall high levels of grade importance; Undergraduate 
Research (M = 4.55), Internships (M = 4.60), Service Learning (M = 4.71), and Learning Communities (M = 4.52). 
4. Discussion 
The results of this study indicated that undergraduate research and internships were generally more engaging 
than service learning or learning communities. There are several possible reasons for this finding that are based on 
the research, including academic effort, active participation, collaborative learning, relevance, student-faculty 
interactions, and intrinsic interest. 
  Students responding to our survey indicated that they worked harder in undergraduate research activities and 
internships than they did in service learning activities or learning communities. Research by Astin (1993) found that 
academic effort contributes to student engagement.  Students also indicated that they more actively participated in 
undergraduate research activities and internships than they did in service learning activities or learning communities. 
Kuh, Pace, and Vesper (1997) found that active participation also contributes to student engagement.   
According to Tinto (1997), collaborative shared learning is an important factor in promoting student 
engagement.  Undergraduate research activities tend to be highly collaborative as are many internships.  It may also 
be the case that the engaged learning activities differ from one another in focus and intensity. Learning communities 
may involve taking classes together and perhaps a monthly get-together which is considerably less intense than an 
internship which involves on-the-job experiences and undergraduate research, which typically requires weekly 
meetings as well as hours in the lab or research site.   
One advantage of the internship is that it was perceived as being directly relevant to the students long-term 
career plans, a factor that Shernoff, Csikzentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff  (2003) have shown to encourage 
student engagement.  Another way that undergraduate research activities and internships may differ from service 
learning and learning communities is the extent of faculty/student contact. As shown by Tinto (1997) out-of-class 
contact can also promote student engagement. 
Finally, it is worth noting that students in this study indicated that they were more intrinsically interested in the 
undergraduate research activities and internships than the service learning activities or learning communities.  
Intrinsic motivation is a powerful indicator of when individuals will work harder, persist longer and maintain their 
interest in an activity longer. Thus, creating engaged learning experiences that are intrinsically interesting to 
students is a valuable means of promoting student engagement. Undergraduate research and internships would seem 
to naturally create intrinsic interest. To make service learning or learning communities more effective, they should 
be designed to appeal more to the intrinsic interests of the students.  
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